This practice-oriented article focuses on improving the monitoring and evaluation of DRM capacity 6 development initiatives. The paper first explores the complexities and challenges presented in the 7 literature, before using empirical data from a research project in six countries (Ethiopia, Pakistan, 8 Myanmar, Philippines, Haiti and Mozambique) to discuss current approaches to M&E of DRM 9 capacity strengthening interventions. This is generally an area of technical weakness in the 10 initiatives studied, with poor understanding of terminology, little attention to outcomes or impact 11 and few independent evaluations. The need for greater inclusion of participants in M&E processes 12 is identified and one programme from the fieldwork in Mozambique is presented as a case study 13 14 example. The article ends by presenting a unique M&E framework developed for use by DRM 15 programmes to track the outcomes of their interventions and ultimately raise standards in this area. 16 17
Introduction

19
The importance of strengthening capacities for disaster risk management (DRM) has been a income countries, and presents a framework that could be used by programmes to track key DRM 31 outcomes. 32 33
Methodology
35
This paper results from wider research examining multiple aspects of DRM capacity development. 36
37
Research began with a literature review, exploring academic and non-academic documents on 38 M&E in relation to DRM capacity development. DRM capacity development was defined as the 39 process by which people, organisations and societies strengthen and sustain their abilities to take 40 effective decisions and actions to reduce disaster risk (Few et al, in press ). Few documents were 41 identified, and so resources that considered M&E of capacity development generally, and M&E for 42 climate change adaptation and DRM programmes, were included. 43 44
The research team undertook fieldwork in six countries: Ethiopia, Haiti, Pakistan, Philippines, 45
Mozambique and Myanmar. These countries were carefully selected to give breadth to the 46 research. Together the selection covers a wide variety of contexts, in terms of geography, types of 47 48 disaster, levels of DRM infrastructure and governance environment. Fragile and conflict affected 49 states were also deliberately included to test whether there were specific findings related to such 50 countries. The research team aimed firstly to investigate how effectively M&E is being addressed in 51 relation to DRM capacity strengthening interventions in low-and middle-income countries, and 52 secondly to test, validate and refine an M&E framework and supporting guidance notes for future 53 use globally. 54 55
To investigate current M&E practice in relation to DRM interventions, the team focused on two or 56 three DRM capacity strengthening programmes in each of the case study countries. Programmes 57 that were considered to be likely to provide positive examples of best practice were prioritised. 58
Staff were asked to describe and assess M&E practices in semi-structured interviews, and share Although less research has been done on DRM capacity development, these observations are stil relevant, and authors also note problems with sustainability, lack of attention to pre-existing capacity, vague terminology, an over-reliance on training and difficulty in measuring changes in capacity (Hagelsteen and Becker 2013) . Even less attention has been paid specifically to M&E for DRM capacity development interventions, and limited published resources are available. It is also 24 1 2
Review
The increased application of results-based management principles to development interventions in 3 general has led to a greater focus on M&E across all sectors. However, measuring results of 4 capacity strengthening interventions in any field has emerged as an area of particular difficulty. 5
6
Several authors argue that using a results approach to measure capacity development 7 interventions is problematic as it typically fails to capture 'softer' elements of capacity 8 strengthening, and can lack flexibility (Lucas 2013 A similarly concerning finding emerging from the fieldwork is that programmes appear to be rarely 3 evaluated. Out of the 13 initiatives studied in-depth, only four conducted internal evaluations or 4 end of project assessments, and none had external independent evaluations. Given that 5 6 programme selection was biased towards programmes that were perceived likely to be 'good 7 performers' (following review of project documents and discussion with locally based partners), it is 8 possible that this standard would be even lower across all DRM capacity development 9 interventions. 10 11
It is therefore possible to conclude from the fieldwork findings that M&E for DRM capacity 12 strengthening interventions is generally weak and, as a result, the international community cannot 13 provide robust evidence of the outcomes, or ultimately of the impact, of these types of programmes 14 on reducing disaster risk. 15 16 17
Developing sustainable and participatory M&E systems 18 19 In the field research it became apparent that M&E is viewed mainly as an obligation to the donor 20 rather than an opportunity to improve programme effectiveness. The research findings show that across the case study countries the quality and robustness of 7 programme monitoring and evaluation can be substantially improved. It is very challenging to create a universally applicable M&E framework for DRM capacity 23 development, because of the breadth of activities, scales and contexts in which the framework 24 25 could be used. It was therefore decided to develop a flexible, outcome-focused framework, which 26 could be tailored to the particular type of DRM activities being undertaken. 27 28 The framework presented below has been theoretically tested in each of the case study countries, 29 but would benefit from further refinement following practical implementation by DRM organisations. 30 This would likely require a level of financial resources to support training and guidance, as well as 31 for the conduct of surveys and interviews. Programmes would therefore need to budget additional 32 funds and staff time in order to use this approach. There may well be resistance from existing M&E 33 staff, as the approach suggested here is more challenging and resource intensive than monitoring 34 lists of activities. There may well also be resistance from programme management nervous about 35 36 how well their programme may be judged if attention switches from monitoring activities and 37 outputs to longer-term outcomes. 38 39
The intention is that the framework presented below should supplement the local project M&E 40 system. Each individual project would need to generate its own activity and output indicators that 41 would be very project specific, with related information coming from project administrative data. 42 43
Monitoring and evaluating outcomes, however, is more challenging and will often require either 44 specific surveys or linking outcomes to more aggregate indicators collected at district or national 45 level. 46 47
Three overarching outcomes are proposed, each with two accompanying sub-outcomes. Any DRM 48 capacity intervention should contribute to at least one of these outcomes or sub-outcomes, and 49 50 develop appropriate specific indicators to assess progress. 51
52
Insert Measuring retained knowledge and behaviour change 55 
56
The first proposed outcome for DRM capacity development is that 'the ability of actors to use 57 knowledge, innovation, education, communication and/or technology for DRM has been 58 enhanced'. The majority of capacity development interventions will be able to adopt this outcome. 59
The emphasis is very deliberately on the use of knowledge, equipment and skills, rather than just 60 The sub-outcomes focus on tracking progress on, and wide inclusion of stakeholders in, 48 developing policies, strategies and procedures. Possible indicators could be, for example, the 49 submission of an Act to parliament, revision of local planning procedures following consultation 50 with at-risk groups, or joint-working between ministries leading to changes in budgeting 51
procedures. Given how long such change processes can take, it is important to consider an 52 appropriate timeline and interim indicators may be necessary. Establishing the baseline situation 53 will be important. Someone working on the programme should be tasked with documenting and 54 tracking the status of policies, strategies and procedures at the start of activities and monitor any 55 changes for the duration of the programme. In terms of monitoring participation, the programme 56 should set up a tracking system which covers the various forms of consultation (open meetings, e-57 consultations, round tables) and communications linked to the development of policies and 58 strategies. A target should be set in terms of inclusion of particular groups of the population, but a 59 quantitative target may not be appropriate, and qualitative process indicators may also be useful. 60
Indicators for this sub-outcome are likely to measure whether an action has been taken as a result of awareness-raising activities. It is important that programmes consider how activities will realistically lead to raising awareness or political support for DRM, and at what level. Ideally programmes will develop a 'theory of change' explaining how programme activities and outputs will link to this outcome. If the activity is direct lobbying of policy-makers and decision-makers, it may be possible to identify results in terms of specific actions, but it is more likely that measurement of the indicator will involve interviews and surveys. If the capacity development activity is aimed at a general audience, then a survey (preferably longitidunal) will be useful to track behaviour change. The importance of creating the motivation to prioritise DRR in society is increasingly emphasised in 8 the literature (CADRI 2011 , WDR 2015 . The third potential outcome in the framework therefore 9 focuses specifically on whether an intervention has been able to build an enabling environment 10 and 'motivation to achieve effective DRM has been improved'. 11 12
The suggested sub-outcomes show that an enabling environment can be built either through the 13 creation of political support for DRM or through improving the motivation of individuals and 14 communities to reduce their own disaster vulnerability. 
